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Introduction 
A major issue in organizations today is the ability to keep employees 
motivated and organized to achieve company defined goals.  This task is hard 
enough to accomplish with similar employees functioning on the same team.  
How difficult does it get for vastly different employees on teams that perform 
vastly different tasks?  To make strategic decisions in the Information 
Technology (IT) industry, it is important to understand the dynamics between IT 
employees and the users of the systems they develop.   
Previous research has shown that users and IT staff have different beliefs 
and views of company policies (Couger, et al.,1994).  If these two distinct groups 
have different beliefs and views of company policies will they have different 
goals? Or will the two populations have the same goals, and will these goals be 
the same ones that the organization has set?  This study will focus on one 
particular organization, the Kenan-Flagler Business School, and will try to 
determine if users and IT staff do in fact have different goals.  This study will 
build on the IT acceptance research conducted by Gefen and Ridings (2003).  
The survey used in this study was adopted from the questionnaire in the Gefen 
and Ridings study.  Gefen and Ridings applied Social Identification Theory to 
analyze and compare the stratification of the user and IT groups.   
The purpose of this study is to compare the goals of IT and user groups in 
an effort to increase understanding and teamwork in one organization. This 
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research will have relevance for organizational management.  IT projects are a 
concern for many industries today, and anything that can be done to increase the 
percentage of successful projects will be well received.  This study explores the 
dynamics between IT staff and users in an effort to increase the understanding 
between the two diverse groups.  IT staff will be interested in how the users of 
their systems view the organization and its goals.  They will be able to develop 
systems and applications quicker and easier if they can more fully understand 
what users are trying to accomplish for the organization.  The same thing can be 
said for the users.  This study will be significant for them so they can see how the 
IT staff views company goals.  It is hoped that this study can provide tangible 
evidence of a difference in goals and hopefully illustrate the importance of 
aligning the two groups. 
The Current State of Information Technology Projects 
Information Technology projects have developed a bad reputation over the 
past fifteen years.  An interesting note is that the construction industry went 
through a similar phase in the past twenty years.  More planning and 
organization solved their problems, and now the IT industry is trying to learn from 
the construction industry’s successes (Sauer, 1999).  The current outlook for the 
state of the IT industry is bleak.  Research has found that half of corporate 
technology projects do not meet expectations, and forty two percent are 
abandoned before they are finished (Abbott, 2000).  Whether this is because of 
bad service, late delivery, or not even meeting the user’s requirements, it has 
become a major problem.  Many different reasons might be cited to explain the 
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problem. Once such reason is “the IT industry suffers from high turnover, 
continually changing technology, and difficulty distinguishing user requirements” 
(Sauer 1999).  Another reason deals with the problem of human resources. 
“Recruiting, managing, and retaining information systems personnel are key 
areas of concern to IS managers” (Niederman & Brancheau & Wetherbe, 1991).  
Another study by Stephan Keider interviewed one hundred information science 
professionals to try to get an answer on why so many projects were 
unsuccessful.  The number one response (twenty-three percent) was that there 
was lack of planning, specifically a project plan.  Other responses were “an 
inadequate definition of the project scope, lack of communication with the user, 
insufficient resources, and inaccurate estimates” (Keider, 1974).  Keider also 
supports Sauer’s claim that the IT industry suffers from an extremely high 
turnover rate.  The bottom line is that IT professionals are not building a working 
relationship with their users.  A majority of the reasons for failure listed below all 
point to one conclusion: there is no cohesion between the IT and user teams.  
From confusion in developing requirements to communication during the project, 
IT and user teams are not on the same page.  It is pivotal to increase the 
teamwork between these two populations if organizations want to raise the 
percentage of successful projects. 
Comparison of IT staff and Users 
 It is no secret that a huge reason for the failure of so many research 
projects is the relationship between the IT staff and the users of their systems.  
“Users and IT staff often identify with different organizational units and have 
 5
different views, motivations and values” (Gefen & Ridings, 2003).  A common 
explanation for these differences is the complexity of the work in which they are 
involved.  The systems development cycle is a very complicated process, and it 
necessitates involvement from all parties to be a success.  Research shows that, 
in particular, user involvement is extremely important.  The people using the 
system should be involved in the process to build it.  “Participation by those who 
will be affected by the system is essential” (Dickson & Simmons, 1970).  An 
increase in percentage of user involvement will lead to an increased percentage 
of success (Ives & Olsen, 1984).  Research over the past thirty years is in 
agreement that in order to be more efficient, IT must find a way to embrace the 
user and immerse them into the work process.  
The technology work force is a major concern for management today.  
Work forces are a huge differentiation factor in companies, and they can provide 
value.  Because of this, companies make human work force development and 
retention an important objective.  This is even a bigger issue in IT because of the 
high turnover rate (Giraldo, 2002).  Not only are today’s managers having to 
develop staff that understand how the business operates, but they also have to 
find staff that can relate and work with users.  “Research on job design and 
performance states that if management truly wants to have good matches with 
people and their jobs they need to understand more about the nature of the jobs 
and the characteristics of the people who perform them” (Lawler, 1994). 
Another explanation for the differences is that the two populations have 
different personality traits.  Many studies have been completed that compare the 
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personality traits of the two respective groups.  Early research in 1980 by Couger 
and Zawacki concluded that programmers and analysts have lower measured 
needs for social interactions and higher growth needs than the general 
population.  IT staff also possess a higher need for achievement than those in 
other occupations (Bartol & Martin, 1982).  These results were contradicted 
eleven years later where it was stated that this difference is due to the changing 
nature of the IT profession (Myers, 1991).  Work done in the last decade has left 
little doubt that that the two populations are very distinct.  The personality profiles 
of IT staff differ widely from that of analysts, managers, and users.  Studies found 
that “IT personnel were found to not have the same need for creativity in their 
works as others” (Crepeau et al., 1992) and that they “appear to be more self-
assured and less submissive, with a stronger self-image than the general 
population” (Wynekoop & Waltz, 1998).  After analyzing the research it is clear 
that both sides need to understand their differences and learn to adapt to each 
other.  Management needs to understand these differences and build a 
workplace that can foster teamwork between the two populations.  Ferratt and 
Short claim that because of these differences, IT staff would be the most 
productive if they were surrounded with friendly supportive working relationships 
instead of the common isolated and restrict isolation approach (Ferratt & Short, 
2001).   
What is Social Identification Theory? 
Social identification theory deals with social behavior and the related 
adoption of beliefs, attitudes, values and behaviors.  Social identity theory is 
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defined as “that part of an individual’s self concept which derives from his 
knowledge of his membership of a group (or groups) together with the value and 
emotional significance attached to the membership” (Taifel, 1978).    It defines 
two separate groups: the “in-group” and “out-group.”  The “in-group” would refer 
to similar members in the organization, so that IT staff would compose a 
perceived “in-group” (Hogg, 1996; Tajfel 1978; Turner, 1978; Turner, 1985).  This 
theory also attempts to explain how self-perceived membership in a social group 
affects social perceptions and attitudes (Greene, 2004).  Many times it takes only 
a slight categorization to evoke social identification (Tajfel 1978).   
Social identification theory also deals with a concept known as the ‘Black 
Sheep Effect.’  Not only do members identify with their “in-group,” they tend to 
exaggerate positive and negative comments towards their own group when 
compared to comments toward the “out-group.”  One study supported this finding 
and claimed that judgments about both likeable and unlikable “in-group” 
members are more extreme than judgments about “out-group” members 
(Marques & Yzerbyt & Leyens, 1987).  This phenomenon was also found in 
another study that analyzed the social identification theory and its relation to 
political parties.  They found that social identification leads to a bigger divide 
between the “in-group” and “out-group” and that “in the case of political parties, it 
appears that intergroup differentiation is caused essentially by in-group 
favoritism, the heightened preference for one’s own party” (Greene, 2004). 
Lewis & Clark College has documented social identification issues 
between faculty members and the technology staff at the college.  IT staff find it 
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hard to teach technology solutions to faculty members because they are 
immersed in academia.  IT sends technology guides and new computer packets 
to faculty members in an effort to increase their technology knowledge.  They 
also state that faculty members like to “stay where they are ‘comfortable’ so they 
don’t extend themselves to new technology” (Ohmer, 2003).    This is a perfect 
example of the social identification theory at work between users and IT staff.  
The two sides are unable to meet in the middle to achieve the desired goal.  IT 
cannot understand why faculty members do not want new technology and faculty 
members cannot understand why IT will not let them stay familiar technology.  
Each population identifies with itself and looks at the other population as an “out-
group.”  It is extremely important for IT staff and users to develop a working 
relationship with each other because it will help bring down the barriers of social 
identification. 
Social identification can refer to the relationship between two distinct 
populations or the identification that someone has with an organization such as 
his or her place of employment.  In this context, identification is defined as the 
perceived oneness with or belongingness to an organization of which the person 
is a member.    Identification is mostly related to the causes and goals that a 
particular organization stands for (Bhattacharya & Rao & Gynn, 1995).  Research 
has shown that identification by members will lead to a stronger following and 
more support and loyalty to the organization (Adler & Adler, 1987).  The following 
three factors control the level of identification with a particular organization: 
organizational and product characteristics, affiliation characteristics, and activity 
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characteristics.  Identification can be strengthened “by enhancing the prestige of 
the focal organization and enabling members to fulfill their goals of membership” 
(Bhattacharya & Rao & Gynn, 1995).  The results of identification with an 
organization not only increase the support and loyalty of IT staff, they increase 
the willingness of members to complete organizational goals.  If organizations 
want to complete their goals, they must find a way make them relevant to the 
people they expect to accomplish them. 
Goal Setting in Organizations 
 Goals need to be established in organizations in order to be efficient.  
Organizations define goals to order priorities, define a mission, foster teamwork, 
and to set desired individual and organizational performance standards.  Today’s 
organizations cannot survive without setting goals to position the organization for 
competitive advantage. 
There have been a number of different studies on goal setting and 
organizational goals.  The research loosely defines a goal as “what the individual 
is consciously trying to do” (Locke, 1968).  Locke’s theory on goal setting was the 
foundation for most research in this area.  His theory stated that difficult goals 
lead to higher performance than do easy goals, and that detailed and specific 
goals result in a higher level of performance than generalized, non-specific goals.  
This is only true as long as the goals are accepted.  Locke also stated that 
individuals try harder when high achievement is normal in the group (Locke, 
1968).  Studies support Locke’s research. In fact a majority of the research on 
goal setting supports Locke’s theory.  Ten of the eleven studies discussed by 
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Latham and Yukl support Locke’s research (Latham & Yukl, 1975), including a 
study on soft drink vending machines.  Blumenfeld and Leidy (1969) discovered 
that soft drink salesmen and repairmen serviced more vending machines when 
they had difficult and specific goals assigned.  Another study analyzed the 
difference in performance between employees with goals compared to 
employees with no goals.  While the employees were satisfied in both conditions, 
performance was drastically different.  The employees with goals had a vastly 
higher level of production over employees that did not have goals (Lawrence & 
Smith, 1955).   
  Another aspect of goal setting is the difference in performance between 
assigned and participative goal setting.  Assigned goal setting is when a superior 
sets goals for employees without any input from others.  Participative goal setting 
is a joint process where the superior and employee discuss what they think the 
best goals will be.  Research shows that when goal setting is participative the 
quality and quantity of the work increases (Sorcher, 1967).  One study found a 
correlation between the perception of mutual goals and increased performance.  
Employees who felt they had the same goals as their managers had a higher 
level of performance (Burke & Wilcox, 1969).  A similar study was done that 
looked at logging crews.  Some crews were assigned goals and others were 
randomly assigned to a participative goal.  The average goal level was 
significantly higher for the participative crew versus the assigned crew.  The 
study concluded that “goal acceptance was increased by participation in the goal 
setting process” (Latham & Yukl, 1975). 
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Goal setting has also been studied in the context of different job 
relationships.  The results showed that specific goals improved performance for 
independent jobs but decreased performance for interdependent jobs.  The 
researchers believe that this was the case because of poor coordination and a 
sacrifice of overall organizational effectiveness for the sake of individual goals 
(Baumler, 1971). 
In today’s economy, organizations are trying to differentiate themselves 
and find a niche in their industry.  They are doing this by setting and maintaining 
specific goals that will lead to increased performance.  What research shows is 
that setting goals is only half the battle.  Organizations have to find a way to get 
employees to accept and complete goals.  They must motivate employees to 
work hard in a total team effort.  The entire organization must be on the same 
page when completing these goals in order to be successful. 
Methods 
Institutional Background 
The survey for this research was administered at the Kenan-Flagler 
Business School in February and March of 2005.  The school is among the top 
fifteen institutions in most national rankings, and it is located on the campus of 
the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill.   The Kenan-Flagler Business 
School has a population of approximately 1,800 people, including 1,500 students.  
The 266 employees are broken down into 26 Information Technology members 
and 240 users.  The users consist of 156 staff members and 110 faculty 
members. 
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Data Collection 
A survey was administered to the employees of Kenan-Flagler Business 
School to assess their identification with other members of their group.  The 
survey was based on the Gefen and Ridings (2003) study.  The survey was 
programmed by the administrator, specifically designed to collect data for this 
study.  This survey was accessible on the Kenan-Flagler Business School 
Intranet; only faculty and staff from the school could view and submit the survey 
at this location.  All respondents were required to enter their Kenan-Flagler 
usernames and passwords to access the survey.  Each faculty and staff member 
at the school is issued a username and password when he begins his 
employment at the school.  These are confidential and only the individual 
respondent knows the password.  Once one enters his or her identification 
information, he/she is presented with the thirteen survey questions and nine 
demographic questions.  Definitions for membership is the IT and user groups 
are provided to the users after login as follows: 
• IT: anyone who manages, builds, tests, or implements any type of 
technology solution whether it be hardware or software. 
• User: anyone who uses or interacts with the software, applications, 
or solutions that IT provides. 
Each respondent was asked to assign a value to the level of agreement or 
disagreement with each question. A basic likert scale (one to five) was used for 
the responses.  The five available responses were: 1-Strongly Disagree, 2-
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Disagree, 3-Neither Agree Nor Disagree, 4-Agree, 5-Strongly Agree.  
Respondents could only choose one answer; they were not allowed to select 
multiple answers.  All questions were optional and respondents could choose to 
skip any question. 
The survey questions were adopted from the Gefen and Ridings (2003) 
study.  Their study used twelve basic questions, which were broken into four 
areas:  perceived shared values, perceived IT group responsiveness, perceived 
group boundary, and software correctness.  The following changes were made to 
the questionnaire.  First, the word “software” was replaced with “IT team.”  Also 
all references to the first person such as “I” were replaced with the word “users”.  
This wording change will adopt the questions to better fit into the scope of the 
study.  Finally a thirteenth question was added to the end of the survey to 
analyze the level of respect that IT shows the user.  The questions were ordered 
the same way and grouped together in their respective area.     
 The survey was designed so that IT staff and users fill out the same 
questions to ensure consistent results.  Survey responses are completely 
anonymous with no way to link a respondent to his or her answers.  An email 
was sent on February 23, 2005, announcing that the survey was online and 
available.  This single email to the listserv was the only method of recruitment.  
To encourage participation, four twenty-five dollar gift certificates were awarded 
to randomly selected respondents who completed the survey before March 11, 
2005.  All four gift certificates were awarded the week after the survey was 
completed.  Gift certificate winners were randomly selected from a database of 
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respondents who took the survey.  Two separate databases were built, one that 
stored the survey responses and one that stored the users who took the survey.  
There was no link between these two databases.  Usernames were stored only 
to select four gift certificate winners.  Since the survey administrator could not 
identify a particular set of survey responses, the participants were truly 
anonymous. 
Results 
Descriptive statistics 
There were 137 responses to the survey consisting of 118 respondents 
who identified themselves as “Users” and 19 as “IT.”  Of these 137, 54 identified 
themselves as male and 81 as female.  Two respondents did not identify their 
gender.  Seventy-five respondents were female users; only six respondents were 
female IT staff.  Forty-two respondents were male users, in comparison to twelve 
male IT members.  125 of the respondents worked full time, compared with 
eleven part time employees.  Thirty-one faculty members took the survey; the 
rest of the respondents were staff from one of the school’s various departments.  
The age breakdown was relatively even with 16% between the ages of 20-29, 
31% between the ages 30-39, 29% between the ages of 40-49, 15% between the 
ages of 50-59, and only 9% with a reported age over 60.  94% the respondents 
had at least a college degree and 55% had a degree beyond undergraduate 
work. 
 
 
 15
Results Overview 
Below are two tables containing the means for each of the thirteen 
questions.  Table 1 summarizes all responses and does not break respondents 
into the IT or user groups.  Table 2 shows the means for both groups.  The mode 
of eleven of the thirteen questions was four.  Question 1, which asks about 
similar views of the school’s goals, had a mean of 3.39.  Respondents neither 
agreed or disagreed that they had different views of the school’s goals.    
Questions four, five and six dealt the responsiveness of IT.  Overall, the 
responses were very positive and a majority of the respondents agreed that IT 
was a responsive unit that did its job well.  The only two questions that the 
respondents disagreed on were seven and ten.  Question seven, which asked 
whether IT employees are like “outsiders,” had a mean of 2.2409 and a mode of 
two.  Question ten dealt with a slightly different topic, how each population views 
the other’s business processes.  With an average of 2.6861 and a mode of two, 
respondents disagreed that users and IT understood each other’s business 
processes.   
Table 1. Averages of All Survey Respondents 
Question Mean Mode 
1 3.3942 4.00 
2 3.3285 4.00 
3 3.3650 4.00 
4 4.1168 4.00 
5 4.3285 4.00 
6 3.6204 4.00 
7 2.2409 2.00 
8 3.1679 4.00 
9 3.2847 4.00 
10 2.6861 2.00 
11 3.7372 4.00 
12 3.9197 4.00 
13 3.9343 4.00 
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Table 2. IT vs. User Averages 
Question Group N Mean Std. Deviation
User 118 3.3559 .86257 
1 
IT 19 3.6316 1.11607 
User 118 3.3220 .93261 
2 
IT 19 3.3684 1.21154 
User 118 3.4068 .92669 
3 
IT 19 3.1053 1.24252 
User 118 4.1525 .69954 
4 
IT 19 3.8947 .73747 
User 118 4.3220 .67787 
5 
IT 19 4.3684 .59726 
User 118 3.6186 .76146 
6 
IT 19 3.6316 .89508 
User 118 2.1525 .90230 
7 
IT 19 2.7895 1.13426 
User 118 3.2119 .97710 
8 
IT 19 2.8947 .93659 
User 118 3.3390 .90790 
9 
IT 19 2.9474 1.02598 
User 118 2.7119 .98798 
10 
IT 19 2.5263 .96427 
User 118 3.8051 .69502 
11 
IT 19 3.3158 1.10818 
User 118 3.9068 .70392 
12 
IT 19 4.0000 .47140 
User 118 3.8898 .89427 
13 
IT 19 4.2105 .85498 
 
Analysis 
Data Analysis Method 
 
ANOVA or Analysis of Variance between groups was the statistical test 
used in this study.  The main goal of this study is to compare the two groups 
(user and IT) and see if there is a difference in the perception of organizational 
goals.  This statistical test will tell us if the means of the two groups are 
statistically different.   
ANOVA was selected instead of multiple t-tests because of the high 
number of groups in some of the questions (age, department, education).  As the 
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number of groups grow, a t-test is not as reliable.  ANOVA is the best choice 
because it will combine all the data into one number and calculate the 
significance for that group. 
ANOVA tests were run using SPSS at the Odum Institute computer lab.  
All data was originally stored in a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet and then 
transferred to SPSS.  For each of the thirteen survey questions, an ANOVA in 
relation to each of the demographic questions was run.  All tests were run with a 
ninety-five percent confidence level, with significant p values being below .05.  To 
begin with, ANOVA test were run on the user and IT group to determine any 
differences in averages.  Tests were then run against the seven other 
demographic questions to see if there were any other significant differences.   
Findings 
Question one was the main focus of this survey, and it asked if IT and 
users have similar views of the school’s goals.  ANOVA tests showed that the 
difference in averages of users and IT responses on question one was not 
significant.  The average user response was 3.35 while the average IT response 
was 3.63, which is only a difference of .28.  The distribution of responses for 
users is not very spread out with a standard deviation of .8626 and a ninety-five 
percent confidence interval of 3.198 to 3.5132.  The distribution for the IT group 
is a different story.  The standard deviation is higher (1.116) and the confidence 
interval wider (3.0937 to 4.1695).  This shows that IT answers were more spread 
out and users answers were more centralized.  Even though the distributions 
were different, the averages were not significantly different.  Both groups seemed 
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to neither agree or disagree that both populations had similar views of company 
goals.   
ANOVA results, when run on the user vs. IT group, showed a significant 
difference between means for questions seven and eleven.  Question seven was 
in the survey to analyze any social identification issues.  The question asks 
whether IT members are like “outsiders.” When looking at all survey respondents, 
the average response (2.24) indicates that respondents disagree with this 
statement.  An ANOVA run on the user and IT populations show that the 
averages are significantly different, with IT average being higher than users (2.15 
to 2.79).  Users disagree with this statement stronger than IT members do.  IT 
members feel like outsiders, oppossed to users’ opinion that IT members are not 
outsiders.  Question eleven dealt with users trusting the output from IT.  The 
average answer for all respondents was 3.7372 showing that there is no 
agreement or disagreement with the statement.  The average of users was 
higher(3.8051) than IT members (3.3158).  This is very similar to the results of 
question seven where IT members have a slightly different perception of their 
users.  Users responded that they agree that they trust IT output, but IT members 
are not so sure. Table 3 presents the results for the ANOVA against user and IT 
membership.  The question number with statistiaclly sgnificant differences is 
bolded. 
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Table 3. ANOVA vs. User/IT Membership 
Question F Sig. 
q1 1.533 .218 
q2 .037 .848 
q3 1.566 .213 
q4 2.190 .141 
q5 .079 .779 
q6 .004 .947 
q7 7.569 .007 
q8 1.743 .189 
q9 2.936 .089 
q10 .581 .447 
q11 6.727 .011 
q12 .310 .579 
q13 2.129 .147  
 
Another relationship did show a significant difference in answers for 
question one.  An ANOVA test vs. employment type on question one showed a 
statistically significant difference between averages.  The average response for 
full-time employees was 3.360, with a standard deviation of .898 and ninety-five 
percent confidence interval between 3.177 and 3.495.  Part-time employees had 
a higher average response of 4.000, with a smaller standard deviation of .775 
and a confidence interval between 3.480 and 4.520.  Part-time employees 
agreed that users and IT had similar views of company goals, while full-time 
employees seemed to be neutral.  Table 4 displays results for employment type. 
Table 4. ANOVA vs. Employment Type 
Question F Sig. 
q1 5.641 .019 
q2 3.040 .084 
q3 .952 .331 
q4 2.535 .114 
q5 .010 .922 
q6 .182 .671 
q7 .047 .828 
q8 .472 .493 
q9 .917 .340 
q10 1.143 .287 
q11 .112 .739 
q12 .455 .501 
q13 1.660 .200  
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Analysis of department membership showed a statistically significant 
difference in answers on question seven.  All departments strongly disagreed 
with the statement, except for two.  The statistical difference was a product of 
these two departments strongly disagreeing with the statement.  Table 5 includes 
ANOVA results for department membership. 
Table 5. ANOVA vs. Department Membership 
Question F Sig. 
q1 1.189 .318 
q2 1.310 .264 
q3 .476 .794 
q4 .555 .734 
q5 .895 .487 
q6 .784 .563 
q7 2.540 .031 
q8 .387 .857 
q9 .530 .753 
q10 .443 .818 
q11 2.132 .066 
q12 .672 .645 
q13 1.677 .145  
 
Analysis of years of employment found a statistical difference in the 
average responses for question twelve.  The average response of question 
twelve for all respondents was 3.920.  This is approximately the same average 
as people with less than two years of employment, 4.100.  The average answer 
for people with less than fifteen years of employment drops to 3.500.  People 
with less work experience agreed with the statement, but people with more work 
experience neither disagreed or agreed.  Table 6 shows ANOVA results for years 
of employment.      
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Table 6. ANOVA vs. Years of Employment 
Question F Sig. 
q1 1.168 .328 
q2 .130 .971 
q3 .547 .702 
q4 .701 .593 
q5 .820 .515 
q6 1.182 .322 
q7 .884 .476 
q8 1.395 .239 
q9 1.305 .272 
q10 .653 .626 
q11 2.007 .097 
q12 2.788 .029 
q13 2.092 .085  
 
Two of the most common demographic groupings in any survey are age 
and education.  ANOVA tests showed no statistical differences for these groups.  
While this is certainly surprising, it is interesting to think that there were relatively 
similar averages to all thirteen questions for each of these demographic groups.  
Employees of different ages and education have vastly different backgrounds 
and one would think that they would have vastly different views on organizational 
goals.  
Discussion 
 
Conclusions 
 
 Survey responses show that users and IT members do not agree or 
disagree that they have differing views of the school’s goals.  Analysis did not 
find statistically significant differences between the groups.   Because of the 
centralized distribution of user answers, most users did not agree or disagree 
about different views of company goals.  The distribution for IT responses was 
less centralized, leading one to believe that there could be IT members that had 
more radical answers that fluctuated the mean in a particular direction.  Based on 
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these results, this study cannot conclusively say one way or the other whether or 
not IT members have different views of company goals. 
 Looking at the results of questions seven and eleven, it is very important 
to realize the possible perceptions that each group populations may have.  Users 
were united in their answers that IT members were not outsiders and that they 
trust the output that IT delivers.  IT responses were not so confident.  Statistically 
different averages showed that IT disagreed more with both of the questions.  
The users view IT members similar to all other employees at the school, and IT 
members need to start doing the same thing.  As previous research has shown, it 
is important that all members of the team be on the same page and communicate 
freely.  This difference in perceptions can hinder the efficiency of the 
organization, and it is important that both groups understand each other. 
 Analysis on other variables showed some interesting statistical 
differences.  The difference in averages between full and part time employees 
was particularly interesting to find.  Part time employees agreed that both IT and 
user groups had similar goals, while full time employees had no opinion either 
way.  One possible explanation for this difference is that full time employees 
have secure job positions in relation to part time employees.  Part time 
employees may feel that understanding and following company goals is an 
important component of their job and that it will increase their job security. 
 Employees also agreed that IT members were not like “outsiders.”  Even 
though there were statistical differences between the IT averages and the user 
averages, they both disagreed with the statement.  Ironically, IT disagreed less 
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with the statement than users did.  They had a higher average, which leads one 
to believe that there is a small agreement to the idea that IT employees are 
“outsiders.”  When one looks at the average responses between departments, an 
even stronger disagreement with the statement can be found.  Departments that 
work very closely with IT daily, such as marketing and communication or external 
affairs, strongly disagreed with the statement that IT staff were “outsiders.” 
Responses showed that they felt IT employees were like other staff members, 
leading one to believe that issues of social identification are not coming into play 
at Kenan-Flagler.  Since users were so united in their disagreement of this 
statement, it could be that the higher IT average is a perception in the minds of 
some IT employees.  It is important that users and IT understand these 
differences and realize that they are both pivotal parts that must work together in 
order to be a successful organization. 
 Question twelve of the survey asked the respondent to agree or disagree 
with the following statement: “IT Solutions are reliable.”  This question showed a 
statistical difference in averages when run against the years of employment.  
Further analysis found that the longer the employment, the lower the reliability of 
the output from IT.  As the years of employment go up, averages systematically 
drop from 4.100 in the less than two years of experience bracket to 3.500 in the 
less than fifteen years of experience bracket.  An identical relationship was found 
when ANOVA tests were run on years of employment at Kenan-Flagler.  The 
study did not determine why this relationship exists; future research would be 
needed to analyze this trend. 
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 Issues 
There were two issues that may have affected the outcome of this 
research.  First, the number of users who responded to the survey was 
approximately six times larger than the number of IT staff.  This is reflective of 
the school, but such a vast difference could have skewed the results and caused 
statistical differences in averages.  It is hard to replicate an environment where 
there are equal numbers in both groups, as most professional schools have small 
IT groups that are responsible for serving the whole school.  An environment with 
equal numbers on both sides would be artificial and not provide the best results. 
 Secondly, there are some issues to clear up with the final statistical 
analysis.  Three different ANOVA results returned a statistical difference for 
question seven.  The ANOVA test only analyzes if the difference in averages is 
significant; it does not tell anything about what causes the difference.   In the 
case of question seven, demographic categories such as gender, department, 
and user/it membership resulted in a statistical difference.  The ANOVA is not 
able to analyze which of these categories is stronger and may be the cause of 
the difference.  There were seventy-five female users as opposed to only six 
female IT members.  This is an extremely high ratio and there is no way to tell 
which is the stronger category.   
Implications 
 The results of this research show the importance of a strong team 
environment in any organization.  It is paramount that employees understand 
each other and build a working relationship with their partnering teams.  This is 
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even more important when dealing with user and IT members.    As research has 
shown, if management can have teams working together and build trust, it will 
lead to efficient output and a clear view of organizational goals. 
Future Research 
Future research needs to be done on similar organizations.  Some 
particular trends to analyze would be the relationship between gender and 
user/IT membership and how it relatesto social identity as well as to 
organizational goals.  Qualitative research on specific IT employees would be 
interesting to see what prompted the higher averages on the social identification 
question.  Two areas that could be expanded from this study would be further 
analysis into the age and education demographics.  Both are such huge divisions 
and as discussed above, it is surprising that they did not make a statistical 
difference in any of the survey questions.  Research is also needed to study the 
trend of years of employment and how that relates to creating a reliable IT 
output.  Research on this trend to determine if it exists in both of the groups or 
only one of them would be useful.  Finally, more analysis of the individual 
departments at the school will be beneficial.  Research on the particular 
departments and how they specifically work with IT on a daily basis will create a 
clearer picture of the working relationship and how that impacts the view of 
organizational goals
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Appendix 
 
Survey 
 
The purpose of this research is to gather information about the ways that users of 
information systems and information technology staff view the goals of the 
school.   All responses will be anonymous, though I will know your username (so 
you can be entered into the drawing), since all responses will be stored in a 
separate database with no identifiers whatsoever.  Aggregate data and 
conclusions will be available to review once the survey is complete.  Your 
responses may help the IT team to provide better services to the school.   
 
Please answer the following questions to the best of your knowledge.  Please 
select the number that most closely aligns with your attitude and opinion on the 
question.  The scale of responses goes from 1-Strongly Disagree to 5-Strongly 
Agree.  If you do not have an opinion, please select 3-Neither Agree nor 
Disagree.  Please refer to the following definitions when answering the questions. 
 
Users: will be defined as anyone who uses or interacts with the software, 
applications, or solutions that IT provides. 
 
IT: will be defined as anyone who manages, builds, tests, or implements any type 
of technology solution whether it be hardware or software.  
 
You are not required to fill out this questionnaire.  By submitting this survey you 
are agreeing to let your responses be used in this study.  If you have any 
questions or comments please contact: 
 
Jimmy Wilson 
843-9357 
Jimmy_wilson@unc.edu
 
Thank you very much for completing this survey.  It is greatly appreciated! 
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Question 1 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
Disagree 
3 
Neither 
Agree 
nor 
Disagree 
4 
Agree 
5 
Strongly 
Agree 
1. IT and Users have similar views of 
the school’s goals      
2. IT and Users have similar values 
     
3. IT and Users have similar perception 
of school policy      
4. IT is responsive to User’s requests 
regarding technology functionality      
5. The IT Helpdesk is responsive to 
User’s requests      
6. IT is responsive to input or 
suggestions from Users      
7. IT employees are “outsiders”      
8. IT employees & Users behave as 
though they are one team      
9. There is strong two-way 
communication between Users and the 
IT team      
10. Users & IT understand each other’s 
business processes      
11. Users trust the output from IT      
12. IT solutions are reliable      
13. IT respects the user 
     
 
Demographic Questions 
 
Please answer these questions to the best of your knowledge.  These questions 
are entirely optional, but are extremely important for the analysis of survey data.  
You may choose to not answer any of the questions below.  All of your 
responses will be confidential and only used for this study. 
(The values in the comma separated list will be in a dropdown field.  The user 
can only pick one value.) 
 
1. Do you consider yourself a 
member of the User group or 
IT group? Dropdown Field: User,IT 
2. Gender Dropdown Field: Male,Female 
3. Age Dropdown Field:20-29,30-39,40-49,50-59,60-Above 
4. Years Employed  Dropdown Field:< 5,< 10,< 15,< 20,>=20 
5. Years Employed at Kenan-
Flagler Dropdown Field:< 2,< 5,< 10,< 15,>=15 
6. Employment Type Dropdown Field:Full Time,Part Time 
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7. Department Dropdown Field:Faculty,External Affairs,MarCom,IT, 
Operations & Finance,Other 
8. Salary Range (yearly) Dropdown Field:$0-20,000,$20,000-40,000,$40,000-
$60,000,$60,000-80,000,$80,000 or greater 
9. Highest Education Level Dropdown Field:High School,College,Graduate ,PhD 
 
 
Thank you and submission page 
Thank you very much for completing this survey. Remember, all your responses 
will be anonymous.  
You have been entered into a drawing to win one of four $25 gift certificates to 
the Streets at Southpoint. The gift certificates winners will be randomly drawn 
from the pool of survey respondents on March 14th.  
If you have any questions about this survey please contact:  
Jimmy Wilson 
843-9357 
Jimmy_wilson@unc.edu
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Recruitment Email 
 
Email: A Comparison of the Goals of Users and IT Staff in One Professional 
School 
 
Subject: Kenan-Flagler IT User Survey 
To be posted on the Kenan-Flagler Faculty & Staff Listserv 
 
Would you like to win a $25 gift certificate to Southpoint Mall? The Kenan-Flagler 
Business School’s IT team is pleased to give you the opportunity to help improve 
our services.  Jimmy Wilson, in conjunction with the IT team, is conducting a 
survey to compare the goals of users and IT staff at the school.  The survey is 
extremely short, only consisting of 13 questions, and it should take no longer 
than five minutes to complete. 
 
Everyone who completes the survey by March 11th will be entered into a drawing 
to win one of four $25 gift certificates to the Streets at Southpoint.  You must 
complete the survey by March 11th in order to be eligible. 
 
Jimmy will use this survey data to help write his Master’s Paper for graduate 
school.  The data will also be used to help the school improve its IT services. 
 
This survey is part of a School of Information and Library Science research 
project being conducted in partnership with the Kenan-Flagler IT Department.  
Your responses will be completely anonymous.  I will know your username (so 
you can be entered into the drawing), but all responses will be stored in a 
separate database with no identifiers whatsoever.  You are not required to 
participate in this study.  You may skip any question and you can cancel your 
response at any time.  If you have any questions about the survey please contact 
Jimmy Wilson via email (jimmy_wilson@unc.edu) or phone (843-9357).   
 
You may access the survey by going to the following link: 
http://intranet.kenan-flagler.unc.edu/administration/it/goals
 
Your response is greatly appreciated! 
 
The Behavioral Institutional Review Board at UNC-Chapel Hill has approved this 
study.  If you have any questions about your rights as a participant, please 
contact the Board at 962-7762 or aa-irb@unc.edu. 
 
 
